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Seringkali syarikat farmaseutikal yang berhasrat menguji ubat baharu memberi bayaran 
kepada doktor-penyelidik yang pesakitnya direkrut sebagai subjek kajian (pesakit-
subjek).Ini adalah kerana merekrut pesakit sebagai subjek kajian adalah masalah yang 
lazim dihadapi oleh syarikat farmaseutikal.Masalah ini menjadi antara sebab timbulnya 
konflik kepentingan.Konflik kepentingan mencetuskan kebimbangan kerana bukan 
sahaja boleh menjejaskan kepercayaan masyarakat khasnya pesakit terhadap doktor-
penyelidik tetapi juga mendatangkan bahaya kepada keselamatan nyawa pesakit serta 
mencemarkan kesahihan saintifik data.Persoalannya, adakah doktor-penyelidik perlu 
mendedahkan maklumat konflik kepentingan kepada pesakit semasa proses 
mendapatkan keizinan dijalankan. Pendedahan maklumat konflik ini boleh menjadi 
signifikan sebab pesakit berkemungkinan memutuskan untuk tidak menyertai dalam 
penyelidikan klinikal sekiranya maklumat ini didedahkan.Sementelah lagi, keizinan 
daripada pesakit secara keizinan bermaklumat adalah syarat mutlak bagi 
menjustifikasikan penyertaan pesakit.Bagaimanapun, pendedahan maklumat berkaitan 
konflik kepentingan bukanlah satu kehendak atau tuntutan undang-undang. Maka, satu-
satunya cara pesakit-subjek mengetahui sama ada doktor-penyelidik mempunyai konflik 
kepentingan adalah dengan menyoal doktor-penyelidik. Akan tetapi, hubungan doktor-
pesakit yang terjalin memandangkan pesakit-subjek pada asalnya adalah pesakit kepada 
‘doktor’ sebelum bertukar peranan sebagai doktor-penyelidik sebaik sahaja menjalankan 
penyelidikan menghalang pesakit-subjek untuk berbuat demikian. Oleh sebab itu, artikel 
ini membincangkan tentang keperluan pendedahan maklumat konflik kepentingan oleh 
doktor-penyelidik kepada pesakit semasa proses keizinan bermaklumat dijalankan 
dengan memfokuskan kepada hubungan doktor-pesakit.  





Konflik kepentingan pada umumnya berlaku apabila seseorang diamanahkan untuk bertindak 
atau membuat keputusan bagi pihak orang lain. Konflik kepentingan doktor-penyelidik dalam 
penyelidikan klinikal tidak dapat dielakkan kerana doktor-penyelidik adalah individu yang 
‘bertanggungjawab’ menentukan sama ada pesakit patut menyertai penyelidikan atau tidak 
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sebagai subjek kajian (Loet al, 2000).Pesakit tidak mempunyai pilihan selain meletak sepenuh 
kepercayaan kepada doktor-penyelidik untuk membuat keputusan memandangkan manfaat 
dalam penyelidikan klinikal adalah sesuatu yang tidak pasti selagi penyelidikan belum selesai 
dijalankan (Kim et al, 2004). Dalam erti kata lain, pesakit percaya dan yakin bahawa doktor-
penyelidik akanmembuat keputusan secara profesional demi kepentingan pesakit mengatasi 
kepentingan peribadi.Malah, doktor-penyelidik sendiri percaya bahawa pesakit lazimnya 
meletak sepenuh kepercayaan bahawa doktor-penyelidik akan melakukan yang terbaik demi 
kepentingan pesakit (Drazzen & Koski, 2000).  
Dalam konteks penyelidikan klinikal, konflik kepentingan boleh timbul dalam pelbagai situasi.Ia 
boleh berlaku seawal proses merekrut pesakit sekali gusboleh memusnahkan kepercayaan ini. 
Trendterkini di Amerika Syarikat (AS) dan di peringkat antarabangsa menunjukkan bahawa 
ramai doktor-penyelidik dan banyak institusi yang menjalankan penyelidikan klinikal mempunyai 
kepentingan kewangan dalam hasil kajian yang dijalankan (Gatter, 2006).Masalah merekrut 
pesakit sebagai subjek kajian (pesakit-subjek) yang seringkali dihadapi oleh industri atau 
syarikat farmaseutikal antarabangsa yang berhasrat menguji ubat baru ‘memaksa’ syarikat 
farmaseutikal menjadikan doktor-penyelidik sebagai ‘lubuk’ untuk mendapatkan pesakit-subjek 
(Smith, 2008; Caulfield & Griener, 2002). Sebagai balasan, doktor-penyelidik diberikan bayaran 
bagi setiap pesakit yang berjaya direkrut (Gatter, 2006). Bayaran yang lazimnya diterima 
melebihi perbelanjaan pesakit yang sepatutnya ditanggung telah mendorong ‘doktor’ untuk 
mencadangkan ubat yang dikaji kepada pesakit dengan menyertai dalam penyelidikan klinikal 
walaupun berkemungkinan pesakit adalah lebih baik dirawat dengan rawatan sedia ada 
ataupun tanpa rawatan (Shimm & Spece, 1991).Amalan sebegini menimbulkan konflik antara 
kepentingan kewangan doktor-penyelidik dalam merekrut pesakit dan kepentingan pesakit 
mereka dalam menerima keputusan doktor yang tidak ‘bias’tentang apa yang terbaik terhadap 
perubatan pesakit.Secara tidak langsung ini memberi pengertian bahawa konflik kepentingan 
berpotensi mendatangkan bahaya kepada keselamatan nyawa pesakit-subjek,mencemarkan 
kesahihan atau integriti saintifik dataserta menjejaskan kepercayaan masyarakat khasnya 
pesakit terhadap doktor-penyelidik dan penyelidikan klinikal secara amnya. 
Ketiadaan polisi-polisi dan garis panduan kebangsaan terhadap keperluan pendedahan 
maklumat konflik kepentingan oleh doktor-penyelidik memburukkan lagi keadaan.Pendedahan 
maklumat berkaitan konflik kepentingan oleh doktor-penyelidik kepada kepada pesakit-subjek 
semasa proses keizinan bermaklumat bukanlah satu kehendak atau tuntutan undang-undang. 
Ia bukanlah satu tuntutan mandatori yang dikenakan kepada doktor-penyelidik ataupun institusi 
(Kim et al, 2004). Di Malaysia sendiri, satu-satunya garis panduan yang ada berkaitan 
penyelidikan klinikal iaitu Malaysian Guidelines for Good Clinical Practice (MGCP) juga tidak 
menggariskan sebarang peruntukan tentang perkara ini.Maka, satu-satunya cara untuk pesakit-
subjek mengetahui sama ada doktor-penyelidik mempunyai konflik kepentingan adalah dengan 
menyoal doktor-penyelidik. Walau bagaimanapun, hubungan doktor-pesakit yang terjalin 
memandangkanpesakit-subjek pada asalnya adalah pesakit kepada ‘doktor’ sebelum bertukar 
peranansebagai doktor-penyelidik sebaik sahaja menjalankan penyelidikan klinikal menghalang 
pesakit-subjek untuk berbuat demikian (Drazzen & Koski, 2000).  
Oleh itu, timbul persoalan sama ada doktor-penyelidik perlu mendedahkan maklumat ini kepada 
pesakit semasa proses mendapatkan keizinan bermaklumat dijalankan. Ini adalah kerana 
maklumat berkaitan konflik kepentingan boleh menjadi signifikan sebab pesakit 
berkemungkinan memutuskan untuk tidak menyertai dalam penyelidikan klinikal sekiranya 
maklumat ini didedahkan kepadanya (Resnik, 2010).Dalam pada itu, keizinan daripada pesakit 
secara keizinan bermaklumat adalah syarat mutlak bagi menjustifikasikan penyertaan pesakit 
592 
 
dalam penyelidikan klinikal (Vollman & Winau, 1996).Justeru itu, objektif artikel ini ditulis adalah 
untuk membincangkan tentang keperluan pendedahan maklumat konflik kepentingan oleh 





Masalah konflik kepentingan doktor bukanlah sesuatu yang baru kerana ia dikatakan telah 
wujud sejak 1980an lagi. Memetik kata-kata Thompson (1993), “The problem of conflicts of 
interest began to receive serious attention in the medical literature in the 1980s. … Among the 
areas concern are self-referral by physicians, physicians’ risk sharing in health maintenance 
organizations (HMOs) and hospitals, gifts from drug companies to physicians, hospital 
purchasing and bonding practices, industry sponsored research, and research on 
patients.”Seterusnya, beliau turut mentakrifkan konflik kepentingan sebagai situasi-situasi yang 
menimbulkan konflik apabila sesuatu keputusan dibuat dengan memberi keutamaan kepada 
kepentingan sekunder misalnya perolehan pendapatan kewanganmengatasi kepentingan 
primer misalnya kebajikan pesakit.Kesselheim & Maisel (2010)pula menyatakan bahawa 
kepentingan peribadibukan sahaja dalam bentuk perolehan pendapatan kewangan tetapi 
pelbagai misalnya mengejar kemajuan profesional dan pengiktirafan hasil daripada dapatan 
atau penemuan kajian yang dijalankan.Sementara itu, dwi identiti atau peranan doktor/doktor-
penyelidik dan pengaruh insentif kewangan atau lain-lain bentuk perolehan peribadi dilihat 
sebagai boleh memkompromi kedua-dua kepentingan ini (Moren et al, 2002). 
Hakikatnya, konflik kepentingan dalam penyelidikan klinikal tidak dapat dielakkan. Kemunculan 
pelbagai penyakit baru pada masa kini misalnya HIV/AIDS dan H1N1 dan termasuklah penyakit 
lain seperti leukemia dan kanser yang masih belum lagi diketahui puncanya dan pulangan yang 
lumayan hasil daripada mempatenkan penemuan-penemuan kajian merupakan antara faktor 
utama yang mendorong kepada penyelidikan klinikal khasnya kajian untuk menguji ubat baru 
dijalankan. Justeru itu, tidak hairanlah apabila banyak industri atau syarikat farmaseutikal 
menawarkan diri sebagai penaja untuk menjalankan penyelidikan klinikal. Memetik kata-kata Dr. 
Anand Tharmaratnam dari Quintiles Asia Pasifik, “We will identify doctors who are interested in 
working in clinical trials. We approach hospitals and seek their interest. We then enter into 
agreement with them” (Kasmiah Mustapha, 2007). 
Di AS misalnya, dianggarkan sebanyak 75 hingga 80 peratus penyelidikan klinikal adalah 
penyelidikan ubat dan 80 peratus daripada semua penyelidikan ubat ditaja oleh industri 
farmaseutikal. Manakala ‘doktor’ pula dijadikan sebagai sasaran untuk mendapatkan pesakit 
sebagai subjek kajian (Caulfield & Griener, 2002).Pada tahun 1996 misalnya, Janssen 
Pharmaceutical telah membayar doktor-penyelidik sebanyak $3,600 bagi setiap pesakit yang 
berjaya direkrut dalam penyelidikan ubat migrain.Manakala Wyeth-Ayerst pula telah membayar 
$4,581 dalam penyelidikan ubat bagi hormon gantian kepada wanita (Brannigan & Boss, 
2001).Malah di AS semenjak tahun 1990an lagi, proses merekrut pesakit oleh doktor-penyelidik 
sendiri telah menjadi satu ‘perniagaan’ lumayan yang mana pendapatan tertinggi doktor-
penyelidik yang diperoleh daripada syarikat farmaseutikal menjangkau sejuta dollar (Shamoo & 
Resnik, 2003). 
Konflik kepentingan dalam bentuk perolehan pendapatan kewangan melalui merekrut pesakit 
telah mendorong pelbagai salah laku oleh doktor-penyelidik.Terdapat doktor-penyelidik yang 
melakukan penipuan, memalsukan rekod merekrut semata-mata untuk mengaut pendapatan 
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yang lebih lagi. Malah, terdapat juga doktor-penyelidik yang tidak ambil peduli tentangkriteria 
kemasukan dan penyingkiran ditetapkan oleh protokol penyelidikan dengan merekrut pesakit 
yang tidak mempunyai sebarang kaitan dengan penyakit yang ditanggung sekali gus 
mengundang bahaya kepada keselamatan nyawa pesakit (Gatter, 2006; Lemmens & Miller, 
2003; Caulfield & Griener, 2002).  
Manakala kes terbaik untuk konflik kepentingan dalam penyelidikan klinikal adalah Gelsinger v. 
Trustees of the University of Pennsylvania (Phila Cnty Ct of CP filed September 18, 2000), 
Sherman, Siverstein, Kohl, Rose and Podolsky Law Offices).Dalam kes ini,seorang remaja 
berusia 18 tahun bernama Jesse Gelsinger adalah subjek dalam penyelidikan klinikal 
pemindahan gene. Jesse meninggal dunia setelah diberi suntikan vektor iaitu ubat yang dikaji. 
Dalam kes ini, keluarga Jesse sebagai plantif antaranya mendakwa bahawa pihak defendan 
telah gagal untuk mendedahkan maklumat berkaitan konflik kepentingann yang wujud daripada 
ikatan kewangan dengan syarikat yang ubat dikaji semasa proses mendapatkan keizinan 
dijalankan. Pendek kata, Jesse tidak akan membuat keputusan untuk menyertai dalam 
penyelidikan tersebut jika mempunyai maklumat lengkap tentang kepentingan kewangan antara 
penyelidik dan universiti. Bagaimanapun, kes ini telah diselesaikan di luar mahkamah dengan 
jumlah penyelesaian yang tidak didedahkan kepada umum.Namun begitu, jika kes ini 
dibicarakan, maklumat berkaitan kewujudan konflik kepentingan yang tidak didedahkan 
membolehkan plaintif untuk mendakwa bahawa keizinan yang diberikan oleh Jesse bukanlah 
benar-benar bermaklumat (Shaul et al, 2005). 
Di Malaysia pula, syarikat farmaseutikal tidak terkecuali menjadi penaja utama bagi 
penyelidikan klinikal.Pada tahun 2008, terdapat sebanyak 87 penyelidikan telah dijalankan hasil 
daripada tajaan industri.Manakala sehingga Julai 2009 pula, terdapat sebanyak 47 
penyelidikan. Malah Kementerian Perdagangan Antarabangsa dan Industri pada tahun 2008 
juga telah melaporkan bahawa, “The prospects for the pharmaceutical industry remains 
positive, due to growing health care needs; an ageing population and the prevalence of various 
diseases” (SAsmaliza Ismail, 2009). Secara tidak langsung ini memberi gambaran bahawa 
doktor-penyelidik di Malaysia juga tidak dapat ‘lari’ daripada konflik kepentingan.Kenyataan ini 
dapat disokong dengan memetik kata-kata mantan Pengerusi Clinical Research Centre, Dr. Lim 





Dalam rawatan perubatan, doktor menawarkan penjagaan perubatan semata-mata demi 
kepentingan atau manfaat pesakit secara individu (Chen et al, 2003).Berbeza dengan 
penyelidikan klinikal, objektif iadijalankan adalah untuk menawarkan manfaat kepada 
masyarakat khasnya pesakit masa depan dan bukannya pesakit-subjek (Morrein, 2007; Lenrow, 
2006).Dalam erti kata lain, benefisiari sebenar dalam penyelidikan klinikal adalah pesakit masa 
depan dan bukannya pesakit-subjek. Ini adalah kerana doktor-penyelidik terikat kepada protokol 
penyelidikan.Oleh sebab itu, doktor-penyelidik tidak boleh meminda protokol semata-mata 
untuk menyesuaikannya dengan kehendak atau keperluan pesakit-subjek. 
Secara tidak langsung ini menunjukkan bahawa doktor dan doktor-penyelidik mempunyai 
peranan yang berbeza.Walau bagaimanapun, pesakit-subjekpada lazimnya tidak dapat 
membuat perbezaankerana pesakit-subjek pada asalnya adalah pesakit kepada ‘doktor’ 
sebelum bertukar peranan sebagai doktor-penyelidik sebaik sahaja menjalankan penyelidikan 
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klinikal. Hubungan doktor-pesakit yang erat mendorong pesakit-subjek untuk percaya dan yakin 
kepada doktor sekali gus menghalang pesakit membezakan antara peranan doktor dan doktor-
penyelidik. Memetik kata-kata Annas (1992), “It is unlikely that patients can ever see the 
distinction between physician and researcher, because most simply do not believe that their 
physician would either knowingly do something harm to them, or would knowingly use them 
simply as a means for their own ends”.Kedudukan ‘doktor’ sebagai orang yang berkelayakan 
dan berpengetahuan dalam bidang perubatan turut mendorong pesakit bergantung kepada 
doktor untuk membuat keputusan. Hal yang demikian ini adalah jelas apabila pesakit-subjek 
seringkali mempunyai tanggapan yang tidak betul berkaitan dengan manfaat yangbakal 
diperolehi dengan menganggap pelawaan daripada ‘doktor’ menyertai dalam penyelidikan 
adalah demi kepentingan pesakit-subjek. Sebagai sokongan, Kantz (2003) pernah menyebut, 
“The investigators who appear before patient-subjects as physicians in white coats create 
confusion. Patients come to hospitals with the trusting expectation that their doctors will care for 
them. They will view an invitation to participate in research as a professional recommendation 
that is intended to serve their individual treatment interests.” 
Tidak terkecuali, salah faham terapeutik turut berlaku di kalangan pesakit-subjek di Malaysia. 
Pesakit-subjek percaya dan yakin bahawa pelawaan untuk menyertai dalam penyelidikan 
klinikal oleh ‘doktor’ adalah demi kepentingan mereka. Dapatan kajian menunjukkan bahawa 
sikap pesakit-subjek yang meletakkan kepercayaan yang tinggi ke atas doktor-penyelidik telah 
mendorong doktor-penyelidik untuk tidak menyampaikan maklumat berkaitan penyelidikan 
dengan mempraktikkan prinsip keistimewaan terapeutik (Yuhanif et al, 2014). Malah, sikap 
begini adalah tinggi terutamanya di kalangan pesakit-subjek yang kronik sebagaimana kata-
kata Dr. Goh Pik Pin (2011), “ ... when patients have good trustworthy doctors and are in need 
of new therapies they are more willing to subject themselves to trials.” 
Ketiadaan undang-undang yang menuntut agar doktor-penyelidik mendedahkan maklumat 
konflik kepentingan kepada pesakit semasa proses mendapatkan keizinan menyertai 
penyelidikan klinikal memburukkan lagi keadaan. Pendapat ini dapat disokong apabila terdapat 
Badan Bebas Etika2 (IRB)yang tidak mewajibkan doktor-penyelidik untuk mendedahkan kepada 
pesakit maklumat berhubung ‘urusan pembayaran’ semasa proses keizinan bermaklumat 
dijalankan. Malah ada IRB yang berpendapat bahawa ia merupakan urusan peribadi antara 
doktor-penyelidik dan penaja (Roizen, 1988).  Oleh itu, satu-satunya cara untuk pesakit 
mengetahui sama ada doktor-penyelidik mempunyai konflik kepentingan adalah dengan 
menyoal doktor-penyelidik. Bagaimanapun, hubungan doktor-pesakit pasti menjadi sekali lagi 
menjadi penghalang kepada pesakit untuk berbuat demikian.Walaupun terdapat garis panduan 
antarabangsa misalnya Deklarasi Helsinki3yang mengenakan kewajipan ke atas doktor-
penyelidik untuk mendedahkan maklumat konflik kepentingan kepada pesakit-subjek tetapigaris 
panduan ini tidak mengikat doktor-penyelidik kerana tidak mempunyai status atau kuatkuasa 
undang-undang. Ini bermakna, ketidakpatuhan kepada garis panduan ini tidak membawa 
kepada satu kesalahan undang-undang.  
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Begitupun, terdapat bidang kuasa lain misalnya AS yang mengiktirafpendedahan maklumat 
berkaitan konflik kepentingan sebagai satu kehendak atau tuntutan undang-undang. Kes terbaik 
sebagai ilustrasi adalah Moore v Regents of University of California(793 P.2d 479 (Cal. 1990)). 
Dalam kes ini, Moore adalah pesakit leukemia kepada Dr. Golde. Dr. Golde kemudiannya 
bertukar peranan menjadi doktor-penyelidik sebaik sahaja menjalankan penyelidikan klinikal 
secara rahsia apabila mendapati zuriat sel daripada tisu leukemia Moore berpotensi untuk 
dikomersilkan. Pada ketika itu, harga pasaran bagi setiap zuriat sel yang dipatenkan adalah 
melebihi 3 juta dollar. Oleh itu, Dr. Golde meminta Moore untuk terus datang ke klinik agar 
dapat menjalankan prosedur pengambilan sampel sel-sel tersebut walaupun sebenarnya 
rawatan ke atas Moore telahpun selesai. Mahkamah telah memutuskan bahawa doktor yang 
memiliki kepentingan penyelidikan ke atas pesakit mempunyai konflik kepentingan yang 
berpotensi mempengaruhi keputusan doktor. Oleh itu, doktor berkewajipan untuk mendedahkan 
maklumat konflik tersebut kepada pesakit. Mahkmah berkata, “a physician must disclosed 
personal interests unrelated to the patient’s health, whether research or economic, that may 
effect the physician’s professional judgment ... failure to disclose such interests may give rise to 
a cause of action for performing medical procedures without informed consent or breach of 
fiduciary dury.”  
Di Malaysia, satu-satunya garis panduan yang ada berkaitan penyelidikan klinikal iaitu MGCP 
tidak menggariskan sebarang peruntukan tentang pendedahan maklumat berkaitan konflik 
kepentingan sebagai satu kehendak atau tuntutan undang-undang. Namun begitu, menurut 
Pengerusi JawatanKuasa Etika Penyelidikan Perubatan (JEPP) Kementerian Kesihatan 
Malaysia, Dato’ Dr. Chang Kiang Meng (2010), doktor-penyelidik dikehendaki untuk 
menyatakan di dalam perjanjian penyelidikan klinikal yang dimeterai bersama dengan pihak 
industri selaku penaja sekiranya terdapat konflik kepentingan yang mana Pusat Penyelidikan 
Klinikal (CRC) telah dipertanggungjawabkan untuk meneliti perjanjian tersebut. Maknanya, 
terdapat ketelusan berhubung dengan konflik kepentingan memandangkan maklumat ini perlu 
dinyatakan di dalam perjanjian penyelidikan klinikal. Bagaimanapun, adalah perlu diberi 
perhatian bahawa ketelusan atau pendedahan maklumat ini hanyalah di antara doktor-
penyelidik dan industri yang tidak melibatkan pesakit-subjek. Pesakit-subjek hanya akan tahu ini 
jika maklumat konflik ini disampaikan kepadanyaoleh doktor-penyelidik. Kenyataan ini turut 
diakui oleh bekas Pengerusi JEPP yang juga bekas Pengerusi CRC, Dato’ Dr. Zaki Morad 
Mohamed Zaher (2014). Memetik kata-kata beliau,“Konflik kepentingan memang wujud di 
kalangan doktor-penyelidik Di Malaysia antaranya adalah melalui bayaran yang diterima 
daripada pihak industri sebagai balasan merekrut pesakit ... by right doktor-penyelidik kena 




Adalah tidak dapat disangkallagi bahawa konflik kepentingan kewangan di kalangan doktor-
penyelidik merupakan masalah serius yang perlu ditangani.Pendedahan maklumat konflik 
kepentingan kewangan oleh doktor-penyelidik kepada pesakit-subjek dilihat sebagai 
solusiterbaik kepada permasalahan ini.Ini adalah kerana pendedahan maklumat berkaitan 
konflik ini akan menjadi signifikan jika ia boleh mempengaruhi keputusan pesakit untuk tidak 
menyertai dalam penyelidikan klinikal sekiranya ia didedahkan. Sementelah lagi, hubungan 
doktor-pesakit yang terjalin menghalang pesakit untuk menyoal doktor-penyelidik sendiri 
berhubung perkara ini.Bagaimanapun tuntutan kepada pendedahan maklumat konflik 
kepentingan oleh doktor-penyelidik kepada pesakit-subjek hanya akan dapat direalisasikan atau 
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dilaksanakan pematuhannya jika ia dijadikan sebagai satu tuntuntan undang-undang.  Oleh itu, 
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PARTY POLITICS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL: CASE STUDY IN MALANG 
REGION, INDONESIA 
 
Asep Nurjaman, Dr., M.Si.1 
 
ABSTRACT 
Electoral conditions after reformation  (1999, 2004, and 2009 elections) in Malang region 
showed instability. Parties that pass the threshold likes PDIP, Golkar, PKB, PPP, PAN, 
and PBB continue to decline. New parties like PKS and Demokrat (2004 election), 
Hanura and Gerindra (2009 election) gained the seats, making the party system more 
fragmented. The purpose of this study seeks to analyze the high electoral volatility in the 
Malang region, the party system instability, as well as the source of the cause of electoral 
volatility. The electoral volatility in Malang region was high, and the party system was not 
stable. The high electoral volatility in Malang region was caused by a combination of such 
several factors as electoral system, declining support the bases of traditional groups, the 
internal party, and voter pragmatism. 
 





Indonesia’s democracy growing along with the ongoing reforms from 1998 to the present has 
not shown party system stability in both the national and local levels yet. Electoral conditions in 
the June 1999 elections for the major parties were the Democratic Party of Indonesia Struggle 
(PDI-P) 33.76%, Golkar Party 22.46%, PPP 12.62%. While other parties gained more than 3% 
such continuing of the political stream as in the 1955 elections, Nation Awakening Party (PKB) 
which is identical to NU got  12.62%, the National Mandate Party (PAN) and the Crescent Star 
Party (PBB) is considered Masyumi representation, for each 7.12 and 1.94%. In the 2004 and 
2009 election most of those parties suffered the decline of the electoral performance. It has 
influenced the stabilization of the party system. 
 
The party system after the Indonesia's New Order is unstable. To analyze how the party system 
instability occurs, the general standard is based on the volatility index, the difference in 
percentage change in the accumulation of votes or seats from one election to the next were 
divided by two, as expressed by Pedersen (1979). In this case Toka (1997) said that the 
"electoral volatility is a key indicator to see the party system stability". Therefore, the study of 
electoral volatility in general is always associated with the study of changes in the party system.  
 
The paper focuses on measuring the party system stability and the possible causes of stability 
or instability. Even though the approach is clearly of a quantitative nature, it is clear that any 
study of party system development has to rely on qualitative assessments as well. Thus, the 
objective of this work is not to present a final methodological framework but rather to provide a 
framework on which to elaborate through further analysis. The index presented in this paper 
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should not always be taken at their face value – rather they were indicators of respective levels 
of stability. Because of the complexity of the local level party systems, measuring certain 
aspects of them involves making several operational choices that may remain rather debatable, 
yet imperfect measures were better than none. 
 
In this paper, I would like to compare between the stability of the party system at the national 
and local levels. Electoral volatility (both in terms of individual parties and the block party) is 
responsible to the instability of the party system, both nationally and locally. Although political 
decentralization affects party system and party organization at various levels of government, not 
many scholars do research in the local levels, in particular the stability of the party system. 
 
 
MEASURING ELECTORAL VOLATILITY 
Volatility index measurement can be done from two sides: the votes and seats. On this article 
the author will only calculate and use the volatility index of the vote side. The reason why the 
author only uses the volatility index of the vote side because in reality, volatility occurred in the 
electoral arena rather than in the legislative arena. One criticism of the volatility index is giving 
too much to all party’s votes. This is clearly not relevant, when calculating the index, whether 
votes flowing to the different parties into a single block of ideology e.g. flowing the votes from 
Islamic parties to the Nationalist parties would give a large contribution to the index scale, and 
vice versa. Bartolini and Mair (1990) were trying to solve this problem by introducing the 
measurement of volatility-block between the left and right parties. It is indeed very meaningful to 
study in developed countries, but to study post-New Order Indonesia is somewhat dubious. 
Discussing Indonesia from block party is a bit dubious because of the weakness of the parties 
programs. On the other hand, seemly elections in Indonesia, the role has shifted to the role of 
party to the candidates, especially after the change from the closed list electoral rules to the 
open list. However, inter-block volatility is still useful to see the consistency of the social roots of 
the party in society. 
 
A more substantial problem with the volatility index reflecting changes only in volatility over the 
short term (protest voters), as happened in Britain in the party system. In the Unite Kingdom, the 
two parties were the Labor Party and the conservative party has experienced victory and held 
the government when there is high volatility index. At the same time, despite large changes in 
the volatility index, but the two party systems is more or less unchanged. Problems that occur in 
post-New Order Indonesia, the changes can not reflect the volatility of long-term and changes in 
the overall system. It could be more attributable to changes in economic conditions, or due to 
disappointment in the political parties. 
 
To avoid the problem of short-term index, to calculate an index of more than one vote need to 
be done. Therefore, countries that have examined the long run democracy will be more 
relevant. Not the case with democratic elections after the New Order is just three times since 
the reform. Another problem may be most of the party conducting the merger or division, so 
would complicate the calculation. 
 
In general, volatility index could measure the stability and instability of a country's party system. 
In Latin America and other countries which is a post-communist, new nation in terms of 
democracy shows a high electoral volatility. The higher the level of electoral volatility index, the 
more the unstable the party system of a state is. However, measuring the stability of the party 
system based on this amount, does not fully describe a country's party system. A country may 
experience a change (number) of the party system, but substantially (ideological) was no 
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change. Sartori (1976) offers an alternative in the party system is not measured solely in terms 
of the number of parties but also the ideological distance of parties that exist in the system. 
Therefore assess the volatility, not only in the realm of the party (individual parties) but also the 
realm of ideology (block party). 
 
Bartolini and Mair (1990), also argues that electoral volatility can not describe the erosion that 
has been structured cleavages political conflict...a measure of electoral change which is base 
simply in the exchange of voters between individual party organization [and]...inadequate as a 
test of cleavages persistence since in many cases, the cleavage line divided blocks of parties 
rather than individual party organizations.The main reason why the electoral volatility can not 
describe the erosion of block parties, according to Bartolini and Mair, what is meant by 'freezing 
of cleavages' which is Rokkan argued that political change is not represented by a particular 
party, but the changes that occurred between the block . 
 
 
PARTY IDEOLOGICAL POSITION 
Cleavage is the most important subject in the study of parties. It is therefore important to 
understand the cleavage of both the National and Local, and how cleavage structuring the 
political parties. Cleavage that develops after the New Order was a continuation of the 1955 
elections based on the nationalist and Islamic streams, minus the Communist ideology.  
 
The findings show that political parties were no longer explicitly listed their ideology in the 
party’s platform such as PKB and PAN, although we know that both parties were both historical 
and ideological ties with the Islamic and Traditional modernists. The absence ideological 
commitments in the party platform issues have an impact on the models of solution which were 
relatively uniform and not correlated with the ideological struggle. Further more, program 
completion based on national problems there was substantially no difference among the parties 
each other. Logically, when ideology becomes a party system of values, ways of thinking and 
acting parties in resolving the issue would be characteristic of the political parties (branding) that 
distinguishes it from other parties. This is because of political ideology consists of a set of ideas 
and principles that guide how society should work, offering order (order) a specific community, 
including offering how to manage power and how it should be implemented (Anthony Downs, 
1957). Further result of the weakness of the party's ideology is unclear orientation of the party in 
solving all national problems, including inability to criticize ideas, party ideas and programs of 
different ideologies. 
 
Following the impact of the low understanding of the ideological, the party recruitment tends to 
choose the figure. This is characteristic of the phenomenon; Nugent (2003) called a deficit of 
democracy, as more emphasis on the figure of the candidate's ability to focus on political 
charges. If this continues, the identification of voters against the party will disintegrate. This 
condition is described by Harrop (1987) as a process of de-alignment, a weakening of the party 
identification of the voters to the party, or as "the wakening of party loyalties." 
 
The position of the parties ideology are not clear, whether nationalist or Islam. This condition 
affects the flat form that are made do not reflect their ideological positions. The party tends to 
make short-term program that works to get the votes, such as social assistance. Commonly, 







EROSION VOTES AND THE HIGH OF ELECTORAL VOLATILITY 
In 2004 and 2009 elections, the eroding the major parties likes PDIP, Golkar, PKB, PPP, PAN, 
which were responsible for the electoral in the post-New Order Indonesia. Electoral volatility that 
occur both at the national and Local Malang though were equally, but it may vary. In 2004 and 
2009, the total amount of volatility that occurred are, 28.55 and 30.20 (national); 32.27 and 
27.17 (Kota Malang), 19.82 and 27.99 (Kabupaten Malang) (Sources: Malang local electoral 
commission). While the volatility of the block, 2.22, 10.83 (national); 2.89, 10.05 (Kota Malang), 
0.51, 15.03 (Kabuapten Malang). This has prompted new party raises a threshold that is able to 
penetrate the PKS and the Democrat Party (2004), Hanura and Gerindra (2009) (ibid).  
 
 
Tabel 1. Electoral System, Threshold, Number Party and Party’s Seats In 
                 1999, 2004, and 2009 At National and Local Level 
Years of 
Election Pemilu 
Pemilu 1999 Pemilu 2004* Pemilu 2009 
Electoral System  Proportional Closed List  
Without BPP** 
Proportional Open List  
 (BPP 30%) 
Proportional Open List  
 
Level  National Local National Local National Local 
Kota Kab. Kota Kab. Kota Kab. 


















Parties 48  48  48  24  24 24  38  38  38  
Party’s Seats  21 6 5 17  8 6 9  9 9 
Total Volatility - - - 28,55 32,27 27,17 30,2 19,82 27,99 
Block Volatility - - - 2,22 2,89 0,51 10,83 10,05 15,03 
Efective Number 
of Party (ENP) 
Vote 
5,06 4,06 3,69 8,55 6,79 5,31 9,59 7,65 7,75 
Efective Number 
of Party (ENP) 
Vote 
4,72 3,67 2,24 7,0 6,0 4,14 6,13 6,23 6,19 
Data source: Adapted from various sources. Correlate the election result data, data obtained 
from www.kpu.go.id central elections, local elections while the data obtained from the Electoral 
Commissions of Kota and Kabupaten Malang. 
 
* In the 2004 elections the participation of 24 political parties, many new things were introduced 
in addition to the selection of members of the legislature (Parliament / Council), such as the 
system of direct presidential elections and the election of members of the Regional 
Representative Council (DPD). In legislative elections Parliament / Council used proportional 
open list system. Electoral system used to elect members of the DPD is simple majority with the 
multimember constituency. Volatility Index is calculated based on Pedersen index, the formula 
for the sum total of all the party's vote percentage change in (i) the year divided by two. 
 
**BPP = Minimum vote gained for the candidates to be nominated. 
Where: V - volatility index, n - the number of parties contesting elections; Δpi - The 
votes that change from election to election to the i-th party. 
 














Democracies 1945-1990, New York: Oxford University Press, 1994, P. 57-77. National Electoral 
Commission, www.kpu.go.id which has been processed author. 
 
The high electoral volatility in 2004, nationally, influenced by a decline in votes of major parties, 
especially PDIP, and the party which does not pass the threshold in the 1999 elections. The 
phenomenon of electoral volatility significantly from the major parties that passed the electoral 
threshold nationwide can be traced as follows: Indonesia Democratic Party of Struggle (PDI-P) 
which in the 1999 elections gained about 33.67%, in the 2004 elections has decreased quite 
dramatically the to 19.58%, followed by the United Development Party of 10, 72% to 8.32% and 
the National Mandate Party from 7.12% to 6.47%. (www.kpu.go.id) The phenomenon of 
electoral volatility in the major parties was followed by the emergence of new political parties 
that pass the threshold as the Democratic Party, the Prosperous Justice Party. In the 2009, not 
as much in 2004, the mayor parties were still contributing to the electoral volatility. PDIP votes in 
the 2004 election decreased from 18.3% to 14.03% in the 2009 election, Golkar from 21.62% to 
14.45%, PKB from 11.98% to 4.94%, PAN from 6.47% to 6.01%. (ibid) 
 
Correlate with the emergence of new parties, there were three factors which, according to 
Mainwaring (2009) can influence the politicians to establish a new party. The first situation 
where conflict within the party that encourages politicians to establish or join a new party. 
Second, following the view of Gunter (2005) and Mainwaring and Zaco (2007), the development 
of the central role of the party that changed the direction of the central role of actors in the 
campaign organizers have changed the party's existence to politicians. It also has something to 
do with the growing medium of television, where the politicians who will compete for executive 
positions using television as a medium to lure voters and not have to do the development of the 
party. Third, is related to the parties rule, the relatively easy to encourage the establishment of 
new parties. 
 
Data showed that the high electoral volatility at the national level, the same with at the local 
level. In 1999 and 2004 elections, the City and the District of Malang into politics to represent a 
miniature political plot adaptable flow. Contesting parties that passed the threshold of 1999 
showed a downward trend from election to election, indicating that the relationship between 
parties and voters is declining or de-alignment (Mair, 2004), a weakening of the state of voter 
support for or loyalty to the party (Harrop et al, 1987). The six political parties that passed the 
threshold of 1999, PDIP is a party that has the highest an average erosion of votes in both 
nationally and locally, 10.27% and 7.94%. Among all parties, the erosion of PDIP was the 
highest, 15.38% in 2004 in Kota Malang. In the 1999 elections, in Kota Malang PDIP won the 
highest votes, more than twice the votes Golkar and PKB, which is 41.22%, but must accept the 
fact his votes fell to 25.84% in 2004 while still remaining a party winning a majority. 
 
The fall in PDIP votes in the 2004 election was followed by the emergence of the Democratic 
Party as the party of new arrivals with the vote of 14.55%, the difference is only 0.83% lower 
than the noise reduction PDIP. Due to conditions not conducive to post-reform economy, on the 
emerging society longing for the emergence of a leader who can give new hope will change for 
the better. This condition is valuable to the increasing popularity of Susilo Bambang 
Yuhdhoyono (SBY) a military background who also has ambitions to become president. 
Therefore, when SBY create Democratic Party, so that in 2004 many people both individually 





His populist policies, similar to the concept of Thai’s Prime Minister Taksin Sinawatra policies, 
Democrats vote in the Kota and Kabupaten levels were continuing to increase, in the 2004 
election the Democratic votes to reach 14.55% and 7.76%, in the 2009 election increased 
dramatically to 24.08%, and 17, 42%. This condition indicates the Realignment of new voters 
into the party, and possibly at certain elections, this situation will return to stable conditions 
characterized by low volatility of the party vote. While the performance of Golkar in the City and 
the District of Malang on the election of 1999, 2004, and 2009 respectively 16.04%, 12.35%, 
7.23% and 18.32%, 16.68%, 13.55%. When we viewed from the downward trend in votes, 
Golkar votes in the district were relatively more stable compared with the region, with an 
average vote was about 11.87% (Kota Malang), 16,23% (Kabupaten) and the average volatility  
are 2.37% (Kota Malang), 4.41% (Kabupaten). This situation show that Golkar have a strong 
base in rural areas than urban areas, and the average low volatility also shows that Golkar is 
relatively stable compared with the PDIP. 
 
Based on the above data, electoral volatility was due to the decline of the party votes from 
election to the next. In the 2004 election, the parties who get high votes in 1999 lection, their 
votes are decreased likes PDIP, Golkar, PAN, PKB, and the PBB. The decline of the parties 
votes have been raised new parties such as the Democrats (as nationalist party) and PKS (as 
Islam Party). In the 2009 election, the party votes continued to decline, especially PKB which 
was suffering in conflict, and bring new parties like Hanura and Gerindra. These conditions have 
resulted in a high electoral volatility at the local level election. 
 
 
THE FRAGMENTATION OF POLITICAL PARTIES AND THE CHANGING OF PARTY 
SYSTEM  
The high electoral volatility implies a fragmented party system. Over the past three elections 
starting from 1999, 2004 and 2009 indicate that the change of the party system continues to 
run, the number of parties that won seats continues to change (21, 17, and the last 9 party). As 
well, judging from the score or the Number of Party-effectiveness value (ENPV)-based votes 
and chairs, from election to election in which national ENP is changed from 5.06 and 4.17 
(election 1999), 8.55 and 7.0 (election 2004), and 9.59 and 6.13 (elections 2009). The height a 
amount of ENP means that the votes were more distributed to many parties. This condition is 
related to the high electoral volatility is still high number of parties, 48 (1999), 24 (2004), and 38 
(2009). Furthermore the high electoral volatility is also caused by the enactment of the threshold 
of 2.5% and 3% (1999 and 2004) and parliamentary 2.5% (2009) which resulted in a lot of 
parties that must be dropout. The problems following from the threshold rules were 
disproportional, where parties do not obtain the number of seats proportional to the number of 
votes obtained in elections. This issue is often raised to be an issue related discourse 
representative ness 
 
In the 1999 elections the total amounts of parties who pass the threshold were six political 
parties, but in 2004 one of the parties must accept the fact that the PBB stage eliminated from 
the next election due by votes 2.56% and 2.09% were not enough seats to meet the demands 
threshold of 3%. After PBB, entered two political parties, one is the PKS (the 1999 elections 
were named PK) and one new party is the Democratic Party. Both of these parties gained 
enough equal votes, PKS 7.20% and 7.46% with the percentage of Democratic seats 8.18% 
and 10.36%. In the 2009 election, the distribution of votes and seats is increasing. If the election 
of political parties that qualify for the threshold 6 and 7 political parties, then in the 2009 
elections with parliamentary threshold system amounted to nine political parties. This means 
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that in the 2009 elections there were two new political parties that qualified for the threshold, 
Gerindra and Hanura. 
 
Change in the party system does not only occur at the national level, but also in the local. In the 
1999 election, 2004, 2009 at the national level the number of parties that gained seats, 21 
parties, 17 parties, 9 party; Kota Malang 6, 8 and nine parties, and Kabupaten Malang 5, 6, to 9 
parties . If we use a model of party system from Sartori, then the terms of the number of parties 
that gained seats in parliament, party systems belong to the type of extreme pluralism. This is 
also confirmed by the Effective Number of Party (ENP) in the Kota and the Kabupaten Malang, 
with the ENP, 1999, 2004, and 2009-based votes 4.06, 6.79, and 7.65 (the City), 3 , 69, 5.3, and 
7.75 (District). In terms of their seats: ENP 3.67, 6.0, and 6.23 (the City), 2.4, 4.14, and 6.19 
(District). 
 
In the 1999 elections there were six party PDI-P pass the threshold, PKB, Golkar is quite large, 
and three other parties such as PAN, PPP, and that includes middle-PK. The six parties in fact if 
it was sorted out a vision that is almost not much different. Golkar and PDI-P, although at the 
grassroots level frequent friction, but in fact both parties in terms of platform has much in 
common. So also with the PKB, PAN, PPP, PK, although there is always a gap between the 
parties primarily voters based Modernist Islam with traditional Islam-based. However, because 
both have the support of voters based on Islam, the parties were in fact relatively still can work 
together. In the 2004 election, seven parties passed the threshold like Golkar, PDI P, PKB and 
PAN plus two new parties, the Democrats and PKS. While the 2009 elections there were nine 
political parties passed the threshold to qualify parties’ threshold 7, 2004 and two new parties, 
Hanuran and Gerindra. 
 
New parties emerge and gain a significant votes both in 2004 and 2009, generally based 
nationalist party. In 2004, although the PKS is a new party, but not at all because the new party 
in 1999 elections had competed with the name of the Justice Party (PK). Mean while Democrats 
were the party that really new, formed to facilitate SBY running for president. PKS and the 
Democrat vote nationally in 2004 relatively similar, namely 7.2% and 7.46%, the difference is 
only 0.26% for the nationalist Democratic victory. While at the local level and the city of Malang 
Regency, PKS and the Democrats gain votes for 7.16%, 14.55% (difference 3.9%) and 3.05%, 
7.76% (difference 4.71%). This situation also reflects the reality of shifting the balance of the 
block is relatively small in 2004 that only 2.22%. Thus, when it is said that the political stream in 
1999 and 2004 elections is still showing its existence (King, 2003; Baswedan, 2004), then the 
claim block is in line with the low volatility that occurred. 
 
In the 2009 election, there were two additional new parties have a significant vote of the 
nationalist bloc Gerindra and Hanura, while none of the Islamic bloc. Bipartisan vote nationwide 
totaled 8.23%, 4.46% and Hanura Gerindra 3.77%. While at the local level: 4.13%, 2.93% (Kota 
Malang) and 4.17%, 5.06% (Kabupaten Malang) respectively. In addition to the phenomenon of 
the new party, in the 2009 election also surprised by the skyrocketing Democratic votes for 
13.39% (National) from 7.46% to 20.85%, 16.92% (Kota Malang) from 14.55% to 24,08%, 
9.96% (Kabupaten Malang) from 7.76% to 17.42%. Positive trend of the nationalist bloc is 
inversely proportional to the Islamic bloc. PKS is predicted to gain his votes would rise in the 
2009 election, only increased by 0.68% from 7.20% to 7.88% (National), while in Kota Malang 
increased 0.27% from 7.16% to 7, 43%, and in Kabupaten Malang increased 2.22% from 3.05% 
to 5.27%. On the other hand, there was a significant reduction of PKB due to internal party 
conflicts involving Gus Dur as the founder of the party and Muhaimin Iskandar as the Chairman 
of which is a nephew of Gus Dur himself. In the 2004 national election vote PKB decreased by 
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7.04%, from 11.98% to 4.94%. While at the local level decreased by 7.06% PKB from 17.36% to 
10.30% (Kota Malang), 12.64% from 25.72% to 13.08% (Kabupaten Malang). 
 
The phenomenon of increasing the block votes of the Nationalist and Islamic block vote decline 
has affected the balance between the blocks. In the 2009 election the Nationalist bloc vote rose 
by 8.61% from 2.22% to 10.83% (National), 7.16% from 1.89 to 10.05% (Kota Malang), 14.52% 
of 0.51% to 15.03% (Kabupaten Malang). By looking at the high decrease in the Islamic bloc 
vote in the 2009, it showed that the cleavage role in structuring the party’s voters, it is different 
from the findings of Liddle and Mujani. According to Liddle and Mujani, the influence of religious 
orientation in 1999 and 2004 were very limited, whereas the authors found that the weaker 
influence of religious orientation was in the 2009 election. 
 
 
ELECTORAL VOLATILITY AND PARTY SYSTEM INSTABILITY  
After The New Order Era, Indonesia is under going on the democratic and de-nationalization 
process: the governor, district heads, mayors were no longer chosen by the House of 
Representatives (DPRD), but has been direct vote. These conditions have implications on the 
dynamics of electoral politics in the region, also shows that the party system in the region to be 
important. This is reinforced by the statement of Smith (1983) who argued that the stability at 
the local level will impact on the stability at the national level, this indirectly indicates the 
importance of the political process at local level. In addition, competition between political 
parties and party with his issues at the national level is no longer sufficient to capture the 
essence of the dynamics of democracy today.  
 
 
ELECTORAL VOLATILITY AT THE LOCAL LEVELS WERE HIGH 
Electoral volatility of the individual parties was high in Malang that was equal to 32.27 higher 
than the national volatility (28.55). The height volatility in 2004 election is caused by 
disappointment PDIP’s constituent in which government policy from the president PDIP, namely 
Megawati. PDIP’s votes in the 1999 elections was the highest vote nationwide in the amount of 
41.22%. But in 2004 his votes was cut by 15.38% to 25.84%. In the 2009 election, the volatility 
of Malang City decreased by 5.1 to 27.17, although declining but the index were still relatively 
high. Total 2009 to record the historic volatility politics in Malang, because PDIP which was the 
majority party during the two periods must be the runner up, because it was defeated by a 
Democrat who became the party of government with President SBY as the founder of the party. 
In the 2004 elections the Democrats gained votes 14.55%, and in 2009 the Democratic vote 
rose 9.53% to 24.08%. It was inversely proportional to the PDIP which decreased to 5.15% of 
votes in the 2009 election to 29.69, a difference of 3.39 with the Democrats win the election. 
 
In contrast to the individual volatility, the block volatility was increased. In 2004 election, block 
volatility was 2.89%. 2004’s block volatility was driven by a decline in the performance of the 
Islamic block party in the city of Malang, although the reduction was counter to the national 
increase 2.22%. With individual volatility of Malang that reaches 32.7, then this shows that the 
volatility of votes was more common in blocks of the same ideological umbrella. The volatility of 
votes of the block party in 2004  election was 29.38%.  
 
In the 2009 election, the electoral performance of Islamic party bloc continues to decline, even 
quite large, namely 10.05%. The decrease in the Islamic bloc was triggered by the decline of 
PKB’s vote, which was one of the dominant party the Islamic bloc in the city of Malang. In 2009 
elections, in the structure of PKB was occurring conflict involving Gus Dur and Muhaimin 
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Iskandar as Party Chairman. This conflict has an intact to Malang electoral making PKB 
decreased from 17.36% vote (2004 elections) to 10.30% (2009 elections). However, this 
reduction was not until the devastated buildings in the city of Malang PKB.  
 
While electoral volatility of the individual Malang Regency parties, which did not show such a 
high rate that is equal to 19.82 in 2004. However, this condition can not last because in the 2009 
election, the District individual volatility rose sharply to 27.99. This increase was the impact of 
electoral chaos caused by many factors, but the most striking the result of changes in the 
electoral system of closed lists to open lists without BPP (majority). These conditions encourage 
the parties to use the new strategies, such as the popular or the recruitment of candidates who 
have a high nomination in terms of social, political and economic. It stung the most was the 
phenomenon of vote buying and selling was done between candidates and voters. This 
condition has been ravaged building the party and voter relationships, many voters who jumped 
over ideology in choosing the party line because its votes were mortgaged to money. Therefore, 
in the 2009 election, block volatility also rose sharply to 15.03 in 2004 to just 0.51.  
 
In Kabupanten Malang, the 1999 elections, the party vote showed a balance between the PDIP, 
PKB, each of which represents the Nationalist and Islamic. PDIP gain votes for 38.47% and 
29.57 PKB. While Golkar in the early days of reform got a blasphemy, and even demands the 
dissolution, in Malang Regency still get voters to vote 18.32%. In the 2004 election, even though 
third parties still exist, but were under threat from new entrants, the Democratic Party and the 
Prosperous Justice Party (PKS). Democrats in the 2004 election votes 7.76%, and PKS 
received 3.05%. Both parties were a symbol of the power block of the new party, the Nationalist 
for Democratic and the PKS for Islam. In the 2009 election, the party power more evenly. This 
can be seen from the distribution of votes  that were relatively close, such as Golkar and PKB 
were both received 13%, while Democrats the party 17.42%, it almost close  to PDIP with 
22.59%. Surprisingly, PKS as a modernist Islamic party could be able to crawl up by 5.27% of 
the votes.  
 
From the above data, we can get an idea that incumbent parties vote steadily declining, while 
new parties continued to crawl up the acquisition of votes. On the other hands PDIP, Golkar and 
PKB were steadily declining due to higher performance of PKS and the Democrat. In 2004 and 
2009 PDIP, Golkar, and PKB had to lose votes respectively 9.50% and 6.38%, 1.64% and 
3.13%, 2.85% and 12.64%. On the other hand the Democrats and the PKS in 2004 and 2009 
get a flood of votes respectively 7.76% and 9.66% (Democrat), 3.05% and 2.22% (PKS).  
 
 
FACTORS OF ELECTORAL VOLATILITY AND PARTY SYSTEM CHANGE 
In this paper I also will analysis the sources of electoral volatility. Why post-New Order’s 
Indonesia elections both National and Local show a high electoral volatility? And why was there 
a difference between the high electoral volatility of national and local? First, the national factor 
consisting of the rules of the establishment parties, the electoral system, the threshold of votes / 
seats. Second, local factors were decline in the support of NU and Muhammadiyah, the popular 
movement of cadres and party candidates. Third, the party's internal factors consist of the 
conflict parties, the performance of the party. Fourth, the factor is rational economic behavior of 
the voters. 
 
The Rules for a party from election to election continues to be revised and made it more difficult 
for new parties to be able to participate in elections. Therefore in 2004 the number of parties 
has decreased to 24 compared to the 2009 election, amounting to 48, despite an increase in the 
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2009 election because of political compromises related to the determination of threshold. 
Electoral system continues to change towards a more enabling the de-legitimating of the party, 
of a proportional system with a closed list (closed list) in the 1999 elections turned into a 
proportional open list (open list) by BPP 50%. In 2004, continue to change again into a fully 
open or proportional majority system. Like wise with the threshold that continues to change the 
electoral threshold of 2.5% of the 1999 elections, turned into electoral threshold of 3% threshold 
parliamentary elections of 2004 to 2.5% of the 2009 election. Furthermore the flow of political 
forces also suffered a setback. Furthermore, due to the low performance of political parties in 
carrying out its functions as inter mediatory between the public and the government has 
reduced public confidence in political parties. 
 
The claim can be proved by the low resistance in the party establishment at the beginning of the 
reform has resulted in the height the amount of the parties in the election of 1999, this affects to 
the number of parties that gained seats in parliament at the first election, 21 political parties. 
While in the second election in 2004, tightened the party rules, and therefore in 2004 only by 24 
political parties, and political parties that gained seats also dropped to 17 political parties. In the 
2009 election the political party voted to increase again to 38 parties plus 4 parties at the local 
level Nangru Aceh Darussalam. While for the effective number of party from election to election 
were continuing, the 1999 elections with ENP for 5.06, 8.55 for the 2004 election, and in the 
2009 election 9.6. Increased levels of ENP from election to election showed that the 
concentration of votes more distributed (more parties having a significant vote). 
 
Role in structuring the behavior of party cleavage in bridging the interests of society with 
government, in Indonesia the role of cleavage in the 2009 election is shifting. This can be seen 
from the decline in traditional party support group, Muhammadiyah members were no longer 
necessarily support the PAN, as well as Nahdhiliyin on PKB. In addition to shifting the role of 
elite cleavages, which is a representation of the social base of the party. Nahdilyin groups 
joining to NU is no longer the party that determines the social basis of PKB, as Gus Dur is a 
representation of the traditional Islamic group more influential. Likewise with the PAN is more 
influenced by Amin Rais, in which Muhammadiyah is the social base. Furthermore, the PDI-P 
which is a representation of abangan voter, highly dependent on Megawati, and Democratic 
Party is more a social movement of supporting Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono to be president. In 
other findings related to the dynamics behind the high electoral volatility is pragmatic 
development among political parties, especially parties that were not clear social base. 
 
Weakening of the political stream has led to a change of political power among the parties by 
Mair et al (1990) named as a process of de-alignment, which is related to the symptoms of the 
electoral market change or market change election. Changes in the electoral market can be 
seen from such things as changes in social structures, structural de-alignment, decline in party 
identification, the change in value orientation, competition issues, and the crisis of the party. 
Changes in social structures that were intended by Mair et al is based on changes in 
socioeconomic structure, but in the case of Indonesia, in economy class does not have a 
significant impact on political behavior in Indonesia, as evidenced from the results of Afan 
Gaffar’s  research. Social structure based on primordial (religious) was more prominent in 
influencing political behavior in Indonesia. It is interesting from Mair et. al. (1990), “this is the 
crisis of the party, which political party loses the confidence of voters.” In 2004 and 2009 in 
Indonesia occurred a significant political shift and has led to a fragmented party system due to 




Emergence of new political parties was not caused by the emergence of new socioeconomic 
class. But there is something new: the figure of Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (SBY) in the party 
who could be a symbol of the party's ideology. As with the other parties gained significant votes: 
Gus Dur for PKB, Amin Rais for PAN, Megawati for PDI-P that symbolized the ideology of each 
party. Therefore, it can be said that the flow pattern suggested by Geert is a certain degree is 
actually still running, but has suffered a setback as an explanatory tool of political realities of 
Indonesia or already occurring anomalous processes (Quoted from Khun (1962) concept in The 
Structure of Scientific Revolution) Moreover, seen from the growth PKS votes that is 
representative of the Islamic group. 
 
Furthermore, the discovery of interesting to note that electoral volatility is mostly due to the high 
voter distrust to the party, it triggered the pragmatic behavior in society and also welcomed by 
the party of pragmatism in the form of vote buying. High-cost program is used as a bridge to 
reach out to voters outside the traditional base is a way to build a catch-all party. While the great 
political cost to develop a sustained cartel politics that has impacted on the amount of corruption 




Electoral volatility in Malang Region after the new order, based on the calculation of index 
Pederson(1979), were very high, with an average above 15%. The high electoral volatility, in 
terms of individual parties (total volatility), supported by the votes decline  of the major parties 
such as PDIP, Golkar, PAN, PBB and PKB. In terms of the party (block volatility), the high 
electoral volatility caused by votes reduced of block Islamic parties, especially in the 2004 
election. 
 
The high electoral volatility, both in terms of individual parties and block parties, had an impact 
on fragmentation of the political parties in the Parliamentary from election to election. It 
obviously impacted on the changes of the amount of parties in parliament that indicate an 
unstable party system. In terms of ideology, party system change also occurred, the seat of the 
national party in parliamentary from election to election continue to increase. 
 
The high electoral volatility in Malang region was caused by a combination of several factors: 
First, the national factor consisting of the electoral system, the threshold of votes / seats. 
Second, local factors such as the declining support for NU and Muhammadiyah, the movement 
of popular cadres and party cadres. Third, the internal party. Fourth, factor of voting behavior 
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